56             FALKLAND AND HIS TIMES

offices, was sworn a. member of the Privy Council in 1617,
and three years later was created Viscount Falkland in the
county of Fife in the Peerage of Scotland. A West
countryman by descent, his Scotch peerage was due to a
settled policy on the part of the first two Stuarts to bring
England and Scotland into closer union by the bestowal of
Scotch titles upon Englishmen. In 1622 Lord Falkland,
through the favour, it is said, of George Villiers, afterwards
Duke of Buckingham, was appointed Lord Deputy of Ire-
land. In the same year he took up his residence in Dublin,
accompanied by his wife and children.

Lucius was at this time a boy of twelve. He had lived
till now almost continuously with his grandparents at
Burford and Great Tew, and can have known little either of
his father or his mother. To both his parents, however, he
proved himself a dutiful, and even a devoted son. Soon
after his arrival in Dublin, Lucius was sent to Trinity
College where he took his degree, as a boy of fifteen, in

1610, and Henry Carey (afterwards second Earl of Monmouth) in that of
1616. Henry Gary, first Lord Falkland, was not a K.B. at all. Doyle in
his Official Baronage gives the correct identification, and nearly all
authorities agree as to the Knight of 1610 being the future Lord Dover.
But Dr. Shaw (Book of Knights) and G. E. C. (Mr. Cokayne) in his Com-
plete Peerage, and Haydn (Book of Dignities) assign the 1616 Knighthood
to Falkland. But (i) Falkland is described as Sir Henry Gary, Knight, in
the will of his uncle Sir W. Gary (dated iyth December, 1609); and similarly
(ii) in the register of baptism (at Great Berkhamsted) of his son Lorenzo
(5th October, 1613); (iii) the Henry Gary knighted in 1610 is described in
Cal. S. P. Dom. (1610) as Mr. Carey; and (iv) the K.B.'s made on these
occasions were almost invariably young sons of noble houses, and Falk-
land's age precludes the probability of his being included either in the 1610
or 1616 batch. Finally Mr. Beaven has on my behalf most kindly discussed
the question with Dr. W. A. Shaw, Mr. Cokayne and Mr. Duncombe Pink,
and each of these high authorities has not only contributed some part of
the above evidence but entirely acquiesces in the conclusion at which we had
arrived, though it is contrary to that which the two first-named originally
adopted in their respective publications.